Introduction
Most texts regard innovation and creativity as a beneficial process in a company. The continuous hegemony of innovation and creativity arises from organisations recognising that correctly harnessed creativity can offer companies a competitive advantage (Porter, 1980) . In an analysis of the strategies of the top 100 UK companies of the future, the Corporate Research Foundation found that structural flexibility and innovative power were listed among the top six drivers of future success. Cook (1998) considers creativity as an element of competitive advantage for organisations. It is more accurate to state that creativity is a resource that has the potential to provide a competitive advantage. Any potential advantage will not materialise if the company fails to harness this resource. New ideas will be stifled. A company will create new products for a variety of reasons, but usually in an attempt to increase profits. The most profitable new products will be those that meet the customer needs more effectively than competitors' products, and are therefore preferred by more customers. Companies need to identify those needs, and then generate ideas and solutions to address them.
Many articles on innovation and creativity begin with a general statement that companies must innovate or they will die. While this is generally true, any company that is inefficient in vetting and implementing new product ideas or a company that continually introduces the wrong products will consume its own resources and will also fail.
There are several suggestions in the literature that the innovation and creativity process benefits companies beyond direct sales growth or efficiency improvements. A company that establishes an effective creativity and innovation process is also likely to realise the social benefits that arise from team working and employee motivation.
The main body of the review in this paper examines the idea generation part of the creativity process at the levels of the individual and the group. It notes the factors in the literature that are creativity stimulants, and those that hinder creativity at each level. The aim of this paper is to critique and review the role of individuals and teams in idea generation as part of the overall organisational creativity and innovation process. Key objectives are to determine organisational development needs and research agendas in this area.
Defining creativity and innovation
The definitions of creativity and innovation must be clearly established before proceeding. There are numerous definitions of ''creativity'' and ''innovation'' in the literature. Several published articles use these terms interchangeably and this can mislead the literature reviewer. Figure 1 shows Majaro' s (1988) concept of the innovation process. This four-stage definition is seen as including creativity. Here, innovation is seen as a process where ideas are generated and transformed into implementable business products and services. Zhuang et al. (1999) describe an innovation as either:
Innovation definitions
an invention which may be considered completely new; an improvement of an existing product or system; or a diffusion of an existing innovation into a new application
Once again, innovation is seen as stretching from idea generation through to an ''invention'' or product/service for use. In each of these definitions creativity is seen as part of innovation, namely the front-end of the innovation process. Heap (1989) suggests that creativity is the '' synthesis of new ideas and concepts by the radical restructuring and re-association of existing ones'' , whereas innovation is the implementation of the results of creativity'' . This definition is consistent with that of Majaro (1988) and Zhuang et al. (1999) in that creativity is seen as preceding innovation. However, the definition does not use innovation as an overarching term. Gurteen (1998) similarly defines creativity as the generation of ideas whereas innovation is about putting these into action by sifting, refining and implementing. Gurteen also believes that creativity is about divergent thinking whereas innovation requires convergent thinking. This approach shows idea generation to be a key component of creativity. Titus (2000) has defined creativity as '' the birth of imaginative new ideas'' . Amabile (1983 Amabile ( , 1997 Amabile ( , 1998 , whose work will be considered in more detail in the following sections, suggests that the process involved in developing the idea for a new product is creativity:
Creativity definitions
A product or response will be judged creative to the extent that it is a novel and appropriate, useful, correct or valuable response at hand, and the task is heuristic rather than algorithmic (Amabile, 1998) .
Thus, creativity is clearly identified with idea generation and learning, and not necessarily with end products or services. Farr and Ford (1990) offer a similar definition of creativity to Amabile. They consider that creativity is context specific and a subjective judgement of the novelty and value of an outcome of an individual' s or collective' s behaviour. Thus the context in which creativity takes place and the people involved are key factors.
For the purposes of this study, ''innovation'' is assumed to be a process with distinct stages stretching from ''idea generation'' to ''implementation'' . Creativity is considered as that part of the process which leads to, and includes, the idea generation stage in the innovation process. 
Creativity
In this section a brief context setting review of creativity is presented from individual and team perspectives, before a more in-depth treatment of idea generation as part of creativity is presented.
Individual level research
Generally, researchers examining creativity at the individual level regard individuals as the building blocks of the organisation. Encouraging creativity at an individual level will result in improved creativity at the level of the group or organisation.
Research on individual creativity can be split into that based on the characteristics of '' creative'' people, preferred cognitive style for problem solving, and the stimulants for individual creativity. Such knowledge could help companies to hire potentially creative people, to understand the kind of solutions that they are likely to propose and how these people can be motivated to be creative.
The traits of the ''creative'' individual
The earliest research into creativity, at the level of the individual, attempted to isolate the traits or characteristics of highly creative people. Most researchers isolated these people by assessing the creativity of their work, their lifestyles, and their life histories. Such case studies examined the lives of artists, composers and famous inventors who were widely regarded as being '' creative'' . Traits identified in this literature include a desire for autonomy and social independence, a high tolerance of ambiguity in problem solving and a propensity for risk taking. One of the most widely quoted early research works is that of MacKinnon (1962) , who studied 40 of the most creative architects in the USA (as assessed by a third party), and found that this group exhibited the trait of high independence from their colleagues. From his studies, West (1997) found that creative people generally have intellectual and artistic values, are attracted to complex situations, tolerate ambiguity, are driven to excellence and persevere in adversity. These people needed autonomy, make independent judgements, thrive on risk, and are self-confident.
Kirton' s adaption-innovation (KAI) theory (Kirton, 1976) postulates that the preferred cognitive style of an individual (for problem solving) lies somewhere on a continuum between innovative and adaptive problem solving. An '' innovative'' solution is regarded as a step-change solution, whereas an '' adaptive'' solution is a more incremental solution fitting within known organisational and environmental boundaries. Kirton (1976) suggests that individuals will have preference for offering either innovative or adaptive solutions. His theory defines the characteristics of '' adapters'' and '' innovators'' at the individual and team levels. The KAI inventory is a list of 32 statements against which individuals are scored according to their preference. Kirton and his followers have conducted many surveys using the KAI tool, examining individuals in different departments within companies, different industries, different sexes and in different countries.
The higher the KAI score, the greater the individual' s preference towards innovative problem solving. These studies have shown that the KAI score for an individual is stable over time. They have also demonstrated that the preferred cognitive style is not related to intelligence quotient scores. People can be creative no matter where they lie on the adaption-innovation continuum. The individual' s response to a problem (adaptive or more innovative) and therefore the outcome will vary according to his or her preferred cognitive style.
Kirton' s work has many inferences for companies, which are recommended to try to create the right balance between innovators and adapters and to foster tolerance of team members with different preferred cognitive styles. Individuals with either preference can be valuable contributors to a company and managers need to understand and accommodate these preferences. For example, those with a preference towards adaptive problem solving may view ''innovators'' as abrasive and insensitive. Clearly, this has the potential to cause internal friction within the company. Another example of a potential problem is that adaptive solutions are usually more easily understood and comfortable to the management of a company. Innovators need to work harder to sell their ideas, and disturb the status quo of the company.
Facilitators of individual level creativity
Early work by ''creativity researchers'' suggested that creativity was something only done by creative people. Amabile' s componential theory of individual creativity ( Figure 2 ) proposes that anyone of normal capability can be creative, and that the work environment influences the level and frequency of this creativity. This theory also indicates that intelligence quotient level is not related to creativity.
Amabile (1998) first offers a social psychological model of the creativity process:
The task or problem is presented. A store of relevant information is prepared. New ideas are generated. These ideas are validated. The outcome of each is assessed.
Amabile' s componential theory of creativity suggests that there are three components to individual creativity:
(1) Expertise. The individual needs to possess relevant skills or knowledge in the problem area. This may be influenced by the education level and experience of the individual. (2) Creative-thinking skill. This refers to the ability to consider different perspectives with intellectual independence. It may be influenced by knowledge of the many, possible creativity enhancing techniques such as brainstorming. (3) Task motivation. Intrinsic motivation is needed for the task to motivate the individual, and for the individual to produce ideas. It is more conducive to the processing of divergent information than extrinsic drivers (rewards, goals, constraints). If a company attempts to add extrinsic to intrinsic motivation to assist creativity, the success will be determined by the person' s initial motivational state prior to the task, the type of extrinsic motivation and its timing.
These components and their relationship to the stages in the creativity process are also shown in Figure 2 . Extrinsic motivation can be additive when the person is already intrinsically motivated, or negative when the intrinsic motivation is weak. Feedback on performance, or enablers that increase the person' s involvement in his/her work can be positive. (Feedback related research suggests that its effect varies according to the situation). Controlling motivators, such as constraints on how work should be done, will have a negative impact. Extrinsic motivators may be detrimental when a high level of novelty is required. Amabile' s study found that intrinsically motivated employees should be identified and assigned to jobs involving creativity to enhance the emergence of new ideas. Farr and Ford (1990) state that most creativity models such as Amabile' s begin with a problem recognition stage. This is followed by a search for alternatives that could provide a solution. The search is restricted according to the individual' s perception of the problem. An individual will first explore his/her past experience and expertise for a solution. If an adequate solution is not uncovered, the individual will approach others for ideas. Ideas may also be uncovered by an examination of competition or by talking to customers. At an individual level, creativity enhancing tools may be used to generate new ideas. Social factors such as feedback from others, leadership style, and organisational reward systems can influence the individual' s efforts to innovate. Farr and Ford (1990) agree with Amabile that innovation is possible for most individuals in a work role, and that the level of their innovation may be increased by a number of idea generation techniques including brainstorming, morphological analysis and lateral thinking. Kao (1997) suggests that the ''creativity'' process in individuals requires both right (emotional, intuitive) and left (logical, rational) sided brain co-operation. The initial preparation stage requires rational, left-sided information gathering. The idea generation stage is right-sided.
A number of writers (e.g. Drazin et al., 1999; Eskildsen et al., 1999) have noted that traditional education systems tend to discourage creativity by encouraging analytical rather than creative thinking. This limitation is usually carried into organisations, resulting in limited creativity and innovation, resulting in limitations to idea generation.
Group or team level research
Research on creativity in teams or groups is more scarce than that at the individual or organisational level. In general, group level creativity studies have focused on the effect of leadership style, and cohesiveness between team members. King and Anderson (1995) explored the literature related to ''innovation in working groups'' . They identified that the following factors promote innovation in a group environment:
A democratic, collaborative leadership style that encourages and motivates group members. Cohesiveness between team members -a heterogeneous team is an advantage for idea generation to avoid ''group think'' and a homogeneous team for smooth implementation. Group longevity -short-lived groups have been found to be more creative. Group structure -a more organic structure is preferred to adapt to new problems They also highlight that groups are more willing to take risks than individuals, which can be advantageous if innovation is being inhibited by too much caution. Developing the concept of ''innovation within working groups'' , Shapiro (2000) reports on research conducted in 14 large European companies (mostly from the telecommunications industry) that focuses on employee diversity issues. In this research, teamwork is frequently used to solve problems or develop new ideas. While diverse teams are often more creative than homogeneous teams, they are also more likely to fail if their diversity is not positively managed. Team members need to understand and value the diversity within the group. West (1990) describes the innovation process at the group level. He lists the following facilitators of group innovation:
A vision -the group should have a clear focus or goal that is negotiated and shared by the group, valued within the group, and is accepted as attainable. This is evidenced by the fact that the best performing companies had a clear set of guiding beliefs for their group activities (Peters and Waterman, 1982) . Participative safety -the group works in a non-threatening environment that allows motivated involvement in decision making by the group participants. A climate for excellence in task performance -group members expect and welcome critical evaluation and appraisal of quality. The company provides practical support for innovation.
Company vision and climate for excellence drive ''quality of innovation'' , whereas participative safety and company support drive ''quantity of innovation'' . All four factors need to be at a high level for the group to produce a large number of high quality ideas. West reports that large teams (more than 12 people) are less creative due to problems with communication and team co-ordination, whereas very small teams (three or less) suffer from lack of diversity in idea generation. Building on West' s work, Thacker (1997) proposes that training team leaders to exhibit supportive, consultative, or non-controlling communication behaviour will create an environment that fosters creativity and should Figure 2 Componential theory of individual creativity enhance the creative efforts of team members. In supporting these views, King (1995) reports on a study conducted at the Roffey Park Management Institute that tried to identify how organisations could promote creativity in teams. It found that '' creativity team'' members needed freedom and that effective leaders selected team members on how they could work alongside their team colleagues rather than having the right technical skills. Amabile (1983) suggests that the placement of a supervisor with an appreciation of creativity alongside employees with the motivation to create is a promising scenario for creativity. This study also suggests that companies which want to promote creativity should provide their leaders/supervisors with relationship training.
In summary, the literature closely associates creativity, at the individual and team levels with idea generation. However, there is a need to see if idea generation is a single entity or a series of constructs leading to the generation of useful ideas at the start of the creativity and innovation process. There is a need for further research in the area of idea generation, as summarised in the following section.
Idea generation literature
In addition to the individual and group creativity literature, as discussed, there is a considerable and relatively distinct set of ''idea generation'' literature. Twiss (1974) suggests that companies which are successful innovators have a market orientation, a source of creative ideas, a receptive organisation, and a means to process new ideas. In a survey of marketing and R&D managers, it was revealed that fewer but more fruitful ideas originate in the R&D department. Hamel (1999) believes that large companies can match the wealth creating flair of smaller Silicon Valley companies if the creativity potential of staff down the organisational hierarchy can be released. The purpose of this section is to define some key constructs within the idea generation literature. The three summary constructs chosen from the brief literature review are segregation, structure and strategic intent. These constructs are used as exemplars rather than being seen as covering the entire field of idea generation. They represent a multidiscipline (Woodman et al., 1993 ) approach using ''resonance'' from other fields of study (Grint, 1995) . Osborn (1963) recommended that idea generation should be regarded as a separate activity from idea evaluation. This approach resulted in an increased emphasis on idea generation, which tended to be overshadowed by the more tangible downstream constructs of idea evaluation. Maier (1963) concluded that this segregation and increased focus would ultimately improve the quality of creative problem solving. This approach is consistent with Demerest' s (1997) knowledge management approach, where knowledge creation is recognised as a key separate activity, supportive of idea generation. These events occur prior to the phase of knowledge embodiment in organisational groups, where filtering rules are applied, similar to that of idea evaluation. Furthermore, Morris (1999) argues that idea generation based on an expansive view of knowledge creation is essentially the grouping and integration of ideas from many sources of accepted knowledge, prior to the screening of those ideas Rickards and Freedman (1978) suggest an additional ''time'' separation or ''defermentof-judgement'' should occur in the idea generation phase. This time factor will allow the creativity process to develop before idea evaluation takes place. Titus speaks of periods of idea generation rather than discrete events, suggesting the need for reflection and further development. Similarly, Henry (1991) considers the need for a period of ''incubation'' in idea generation. This period is referred to as ''deferred judgement'' (Henry, 1991) , as distinct from ''dormancy'' . Rather, it should be a period of knowledge creation through organisational dialogue, debates, scanning, etc. Thus, ideas are generated and shaped prior to idea evaluation.
Segregation

Structure
A number of structures have been suggested to develop idea generation in organisations. Osborn (1963) developed the idea of brainstorming. Osborn also used checklists of ideas using the principles of combination and enhancement to develop ideas further. He had a list of '' fundamental questions'' (around 75) which were used to encourage ideas, e.g. adopt, modify, magnify, etc. Seaker and Waller (1996) , consistent with Rickard' s (1999) literature review, refer to the need for continuous brainstorming based on a cycle of differentiation and integration to generate ideas, some of which may have more immediate application and some may only have apparent application much later. Titus (2000) concludes that '' old ideas never die'' , they can be kept until more appropriate circumstances for their application.
The early stages of brainstorming, where '' no criticism'' and minimal discussion rules are applied, result in cognitive forms of knowledge being used mainly at the individual level and, to a lesser extent, in the form of distributed cognition. However, as the multifunctional group (for example) progresses and critical discussion emerges, then a process of knowledge more akin to social constructionism develops. This process is still separate from the formal stage of idea evaluation as described by Osborn. Parnes (1988) states the need to break free from cognitive habitual mental associations and patterns of thought, and to take a more constructionist approach (Ford, 2000) .
Other methods of developing ideas include wording changes to problems, turning negatives into positives and changing the focus of problems (Evans and Lindsay, 1999) . Kelley and Storey (1998) investigated the preference for a range of idea generation techniques and found that brainstorming came top with suggestion boxes the lowest rated. Their category referring to brainstorming was actually labelled '' brainstorming and meetings'' , potentially allowing for both cognitive and social constructionist approaches to knowledge creation. Rickards (1988) suggests that basic training in idea generation techniques across the workforce should take place. Schepers et al. (1999) describe an idea generating competition at the Siemens company in Germany. Often the people who have an idea (such as the R&D department) are not the people who can turn the idea into a business. The technological solution needs to be joined with a business opportunity. Siemens regarded the '' ideas competition'' as a way of bringing departments together to work together and bridge the above innovation gap. The prize was seed money to support the best ideas. A number of concerns were identified during this process:
Expectations for commercially successful ideas should not be too high from one competition. False expectations can demoralise participants. An idea competition can help to foster a more innovative culture. A network of cross-department competencies was established within the company.
In investigating creativity techniques, Coates et al. (1996) surveyed idea generating. Sowrey (1989) and Parnes (1961) suggest there is a strong relationship between the number of idea generation techniques and the number of successful products. This view supports the argument of knowledge creation leading to a wide range of knowledge types being developed to support idea generation. Quinn (1985) describes how Hewlett Packard, 3M and Raychem have used the customer-pull approach to knowledge creation and idea generation, introducing radically new products through small teams that worked with key customers or '' lead users'' . Amabile (1998) and Blum (2000) see the need for organisations to have cultures which '' reward and respect the free flow of ideas and enquiries'' , where the '' social environment can influence both the level and the frequency of creative behaviour'' . They encourage an atmosphere which '' questions all assumptions'' (Deazin et al., 1999) . This approach is consistent with social constructionism where there are no '' taken for granteds'' and a process of sense making replaces the underlying organisational assumptions. This learning environment approach is supported by Edosomwan (1989) and , who refer to the need for high performance companies to adopt a creative environment for idea generation. Andripoulos and Lowe (2000) describe this environment as '' perpetually challenging, where underlying assumptions are challenged routinely as in the social constructionist approach to knowledge creation. They see processes of '' adventuring, overt confronting, portfolioing and opportunising'' as enabling this development.
Of the techniques being used by 41 companies in the measuring precision instrument industry in the UK, ''brainstorming'' was found to be the best known technique, followed by ''morphological analysis'' . These ideagenerating techniques were most commonly used in larger companies. Training in the use of techniques was rare and respondents had little interest in learning more about these techniques. There was a decreasing reliance on the importance of the customer as a source of new product ideas with increasing company size. This is likely to be related to the more common existence of new product development departments in large companies. The majority of new product ideas originated from outside the company in this industry, and the customer was still seen to be the most common and most important source (Figure 3 ). state that new ideas must be consistent with the company' s goals. Amabile (1998) suggests that idea generation teams must share the team' s goal, consistent with an appreciation of the organisation' s strategy. Bessant and Francis (1999) suggest that ideas should be classified, differentiating between operational and strategic. They suggest the characteristics of the strategic approach are effective policy deployment to all employees and an ability to ''deploy the competence base to competitive advantage'' , leading to idea generation consistent with the organisation' s strategy. Gordan et al. (1997) consider idea generation as a critical means for achieving competitive advantage. Sowrey (1989) , in supporting this view, refers to research using case study analysis showing that innovative organisations average 65 acceptable ideas per year compared with 35 ideas per year for non-innovative organisations. Rochford (1991) argues that companies in slow changing environments are more likely to accept ideas driven by the market than those in fast changing environments. Companies in slow changing environments have time to survey market demand, and use R&D to develop more innovative solutions. Von Hippel (1988) surveyed the sources of ideas in various US industries (the sources were categorised as originating from user, manufacturer or supplier). The sources of ideas varied between industries. The type of innovation (product or process) is also linked to its likely source. Collins and Poras (1994) identified that financially successful companies shared some common qualities, which included a focus on idea generation, ''a focus on continuous self-improvement'' and ''a recognition of learning from failures'' . conducted an exploratory survey of 108 companies in south-eastern USA to try to determine how high performance companies rate different aspects of the innovation process. Their aim was to determine which aspects of innovation these companies regarded as important. In theory, this would enable other companies to benchmark their own innovation processes against those of the high performance companies. The survey addressed whether the management in these companies created opportunities for and rewarded employee sourced innovation, and if the environment encouraged innovation (similar to Coates et al., 1996) . It also examined the sources of new ideas, and rated the success of some of the existing methods of idea generation. The most commonly used methods were found to be internal meetings and brainstorming. The most effective idea sources were internal teams and employees. Sowrey (1989) summarised studies of new idea sources in the UK. There were only four studies with limited scope and content by 1989. He mentions that the idea generation step of the innovation process has had relatively little formal research compared the other steps (Fornell and Menko, 1981) . The four studies are summarised below: (1) Greenhalgh (1971 , cited in Sowrey, 1989 studied the idea sources of grocery brand manufacturers using a postal survey. (2) Mandry (1973) Table I ). This survey did not identify the success rate from these idea sources. (4) Sowrey (1987) himself studied the sources and techniques for generating ideas for new consumer market products. He found that companies using a large number of techniques for generating new ideas also produced a larger number of successful new products. He found that competitive observation (visiting stores, and looking at competitors' products) were the most common techniques being used. However, the most successful ideas came from the marketing department, followed by R&D. Kelley and Storey (1998) studied the level of structure in the systems used for developing and screening new ideas for services (as opposed to products). This survey focused on 154 UK service firms across five different business sectors. They found very little evidence of service companies having idea search methodologies. Firms were leaving idea generation to chance. The survey found a low involvement of disciplines outside of sales and marketing in new service idea generation. Gordon et al. (1997) studied the use of the salesforce to identify opportunities. Various studies have found that commercially successful products are matched to the needs of customers by market research studies. Salesforces spend a significant portion of their time with customers and are an ideal source of primary information. Using a survey of 650 sales managers, they studied the sales patterns and responsibilities of salesforces. The survey indicated that salespeople were regarded as having extensive responsibility and being ideally placed to listen to the needs of the customer rather than just push existing products. Customers wanted to be asked what new products they required, and gave the supplier a favourable, '' caring'' image while the salesforce was gathering important information. On the other hand, the survey showed that salespeople tended to have a short-term focus, offering variations on existing products rather than radically new products. This may be related to personal compensation schemes for salespeople that encourage quick sales. It does emphasise the need to have a complementary longer term R&D based new product development focus. Although salespeople have been shown to be ideally placed to be information gatherers, there is a lack of training to facilitate this function. The survey also showed that ideas are slow to reach the company for evaluation (sometimes stalling at the sales manager), and indicated the need for widespread communication improvement. The survey indicates the potential and deficiencies that exist within the salesforce resource to identify new product ideas through their contacts with customers. Kono (1988) examined the factors affecting the creativity of high performance large Japanese corporations. This study found that top management, central R&D, the marketing department and the customer are important sources of new product ideas. High performing companies had significantly more ideas sourced from their R&D department than low performing companies. Higher Source: Adapted from Randall (1980) performing companies had idea collection systems.
Strategic intent
Conclusions
The literature review shows that the topic of '' creativity'' has been approached by researchers using a variety of methods and at different levels (individual and group). Although some of the fundamental research dates back to the 1960s, the volume of creativity related research has certainly increased dramatically in the 1990s. Perhaps this is due to '' creativity'' being linked with competitive advantage, and subsequently popularised by management consultants.
Although the literature on the factors that can affect creativity is copious, it is often composed of consultants' lists, with little indication of hard research based evidence. It is rarely specific to a particular industry sector. Furthermore, creativity is often equated solely with idea generation as a single entity, without any attempt to look at the constructs of idea generation. Thus research agendas in this area have been restricted.
The literature on the sources of ideas for new products is limited. There is a considerable variation of idea source categories, which has the potential to confuse subsequent research. The small number of studies that look at idea sources tend not to examine why these sources have been chosen by the companies concerned, or to examine how these companies exploit these sources. Furthermore, there is a lack of sector-specific studies showing the variation in sources of ideas across industrial sectors.
The idea generation literature tended to focus on the mechanics of idea generation to the detriment of the underlying knowledge creation philosophy. These areas need much more careful research to understand the constructs involved. There was a focus on a source-based approach to idea generation with emphasis on external knowledge sources such as customers, markets and competitors. Idea screening is a distinct sub-set of idea generation. Case examples were given of more mechanistic approaches to idea generation; however, it is concluded that resource based criteria for screening ideas is ultimately a trade-off with creativity. This trade-off needs to be researched and the sensitivities of the parameters established.
Overall, there is a need for systematic integrated research to investigate how organisations develop philosophies of knowledge, create knowledge and generate ideas, thus enhancing creativity and innovation. It is difficult to isolate these issues. The continuum and recursive aspects of such studies must be emphasised. Organisations have much to gain by adopting a more systematic approach to idea generation and by incorporating strategies for knowledge creation as a key catalyst for idea generation.
